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REMARKS 



T?.. ^ns« tn Reouiremep t for Restriction nf inventions 

The Examiner has required, under 35 USC §121, election of a single disclosed 
invention for prosecution on the merits. This hereby confmns the provisional election to 
prosecute the invention designated in the Office Action as Invention I. This election is 
jnade with traverae. Claims 1-5 and 10-12 are drawn to this invention. 

Claims 13. 16, and 17 have been canceled by this amendment as being drawn to a 
non-elected invention. 

jtesponse to Restriction Req uirement 

The Examiner has required, under 35 USC §121, election of a single disclosed 
invention for prosecution on the merits. Pursuant to this requirement, AppUcants hereby 
elect to prosecute the mvention designated in the Office Action as Invention I. Claims l- 
5 and 10-12 are drawn to ttiis invention. This election is made with traverse. 

Traversal of Restriction Requirement 

The traversal of the indicated restriction requirement is requested as it is 
considered improperly made. The Office Action states that "because these inventions are 
distmct for tiie reasons given above and have acquired a separate status ui tiie art as 
shown by their dififeient classification, rp..rtnctiQn for examination puyposg? as indicated is 
proper." (emphasis added). 

w»vi>i>vftr ftvftmmation has alreadv been Hnne for these claims. Although 
amended in a previous response, there is nothing in the present claims that would be 
examined differently &om the claims as filed. The Examiner failed to give any reason 
why a new examination is required over the first examination. Therefore, it cannot be 
that the restriction is for "examination purposes." 

The Applicants object to the failure to grant previously allowable subject matter 
(Claims 13, 16 and 17 are aUowaWe per the 6/16/2005 Office Action). 

The imposition of a restriction requirement AFTER examination of all claims and 
indication of allowable subject matter is higjily improper, and hereby traversed. 
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Conclusion 

In light of above remarks, it is requested that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the restriction under 35 U,S.C. 121. Early and favorable action in the case is 
respectftdly requested. 

This response represents an earnest efifort to place the application in proper form 
and to distinguish the invention as now claimed fix>m the applied references. In view of 
the foregoing, reconsideration of this application, entry of the amendments presented 
herein, and allowance of Claims 1-S and 10-12 is respectfiilly r^uested. 
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